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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
04/06/2009 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1,7-8, 12, and 16-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over USPG Pub, 2003/0149752, Baldwin et al. (Baldwin hereinafter) in 
view of USP, 5,778,387, David M. Bristor. (Bristor hereinafter). 

With respect to claim 1 , 

Baldwin teaches method in a data-processing system for recovering data 
(see Paragraph 0342, Baldwin), said data processing system having a central 
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processing unit coupled to an operating system, memory coupled to said central 
processing unit, and a command line interface to said operating system in which a user 
responds to a visual prompt by typing in a command on a specified line and receives a 
response back from the system, (see Abstract, Baldwin) the method comprising: 

utilizing said command line interface to interact with said operating system (see 
Paragraph 0118, Baldwin); 

identifying desired data from said command line interface displayable within a 
display area of a data-processing system (see Abstract, Paragraphs 0075, 0100, 
Baldwin); 

Baldwin teaches the elements of claim 1 as noted above but does not explicitly 
teach "automatically saving said desired data in said memory of said data- processing 
system, in response to identifying said desired data from said command line 
interface" "testing to determine if said desired data has been deleted from said 
command line of said command line interface," "automatically recovering said desired 
data from said memory of said data-processing system for display within said command 
line interface in response to said desired data being deleted from said command line of 
said command line interface" and "automatically displaying said deleted data within said 
command line interface, in response to automatically recovering said desired data from 
said memory." 

However, Bristor teaches automatically saving said desired data in said memory 
of said data-processing system, in response to identifying said desired data from said 
command line interface (see col. 6, lines 16-18 and 25-28, Bristor); and 
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testing to determine if said desired data has been deleted from said command 
line of said command line interface and automatically recovering said desired data from 
said memory of said data-processing system for display within said command line 
interface in response to said desired data being deleted from said command line of said 
command line interface (see col. 2, lines 61-67, col. 3, lines 1-19 and col. 8, lines 44-50, 
Bristor); 

automatically displaying said deleted data within said command line interface, in 
response to automatically recovering said desired data from said memory (see col. 2, 
lines 61-67, col. 3, lines 1-7 and Figure 1C, Bristor) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of the cited references because Bristor's 
teaching would have allowed Baldwin to provide a history mechanism by which a user 
can recall and regenerate previously generated user data without requiring the user to 
recall the initial character or characters of the previously generated user data and 
without requiring the user to search for the previously generated user data in a 
chronological list of previously generated user data (see col. 6, lines 1-6, Bristor). 

With respect to claim 7, 

Baldwin does not explicitly teaches "the permitting a user to specify a plurality of 
rules for recycling said data; recycling said data, in response to user input." 
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However, Bristor teaches the steps of: permitting a user to specify a plurality of 
rules for recycling said data; recycling said data, in response to user input (see col. 6, 
lines 16-18 and 25-28, Bristor). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of the cited references because Bristor's 
teaching would have allowed Baldwin to provide a history mechanism by which a user 
can recall and regenerate previously generated user data without requiring the user to 
recall the initial character or characters of the previously generated user data and 
without requiring the user to search for the previously generated user data in a 
chronological list of previously generated user data (see col. 6, lines 1-6, Bristor). 

With respect to claim 8, 

Baldwin does not explicitly teaches the limitations of claim 8, however, Bristow 
teaches the step of prompting said user to specify said plurality of rules for recycling 
said data through a display of a graphical user interface dialog (see col. 6, lines 16-18 
and 25-28, Bristor). 

specifying the minimum size of said data to be recycled and/or specifying special 
files/empty directories not to be recycled as (see col. 1 , lines58-67, Bristor). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of the cited references because Bristor's 
teaching would have allowed Baldwin to provide a history mechanism by which a user 
can recall and regenerate previously generated user data without requiring the user to 
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recall the initial character or characters of the previously generated user data and 
without requiring the user to search for the previously generated user data in a 
chronological list of previously generated user data (see col. 6, lines 1-6, Bristor). 

Claims 12 and 16-17 have the same subject matter as of claims 1 and 7-8, and 
are rejected for the same reasons as applied hereinabove. 

3. Claims 2-6 and 1 3-1 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over USPG Pub, 2003/0149752, Baldwin et al. in view of USP, 5,778,387, David M. 
Bristor. as applied to claims 1, 7-8, 12, and 16-17, further in view of (NPL "Using the 
TSM client command line interface for backup and restore" 2002), Ian Smith (Smith 
hereinafter). 

With respect to claim 2, 

Baldwin and Bristor do not explicitly teach displaying an original file of said 
desired data within said command line interface, displaying an original file location of 
said desired data within said command line interface, indicating within said command 
line interface deletion of said desired data in response to said desired data being 
deleted using said command line interface. 

However, Smith teaches displaying an original file of said desired data within said 
command line interface, displaying an original file location of said desired data within 
said command line interface, indicating within said command line interface deletion of 
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said desired data in response to said desired data being deleted using said command 
line interface (see, 6.4 restoring old and/or deleted files, Smith). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of the cited references because Smith's 
teaching would have allowed Baldwin and Bristor to provide a recovery system which 
prevents overwriting current versions of files with older versions. 

With respect to claim 3, Baldwin and Bristor do not explicitly teach displaying with 
the same window of said command line interface said original file, said original file 
location, said indication of deletion of said desired data, and said recovered data. 

However, Smith discloses displaying with the same window of said command line 
interface said original file, said original file location, said indication of deletion of said 
desired data, and said recovered data as (see, 6.4 restoring old and/or deleted files, 
Smith). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of the cited references because Smith's 
teaching would have allowed Baldwin and Bristor to provide a recovery system which 
prevents overwriting current versions of files with older versions. 



With respect to claim 4-6, 
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Baldwin teaches wherein said operating system comprises a Linux based 
operating system, Unix-based operating system, and windows based operating system 
as (see Abstract, and Paragraph 0168 Bladwin). 

Claims 13-15 have the same subject matter as of claims 2-6 and are rejected for 
the same reasons as applied hereinabove. 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed on 04/06/2009 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

In these arguments applicant relies on the amended claims and not the original 

ones. 

Claims must be given the broadest reasonable interpretation during examination 
and limitations appearing in the specification but not recited in the claim are not read 
into the claim (See M.P.E.P. 21 1 1 [R-l]). 

Contact Information 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to USMAAN SAEED whose telephone number is 
(571)272-4046. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-5. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hosain Alam can be reached on (571)272-3978. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2166 



